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During the past eight years in Massachusetts,
school administrators have been selecting regular education
teachers to mainstream, to instruct, special needs children
in the regular classroom setting.

Specifically, Principals

and Special Education Administrators have been responsible
for the selection of the teacher to mainstream the child.

These administrators have accumulated a knowledge base about
teachers who are effective with special needs children.
However, the knowledge gained by the experiences of these
administrators has remained in each Principal's and Special

Education Administrator's subjective educational notebook.
Administrators, in effect, have developed perceptions of
who is an effective and ineffective mainstreaming teacher
Therefore, the five purposes of
with handicapped children.
this study were:

(1)

to identify the characteristics of

effective and ineffective mainstreaming teachers in
Massachusetts from the perspective of the Principal; (2) to
determine the classroom instructional methods which make a
teacher effective/ineffective; (3) to determine the
personality traits which contribute to a mainstreaming
teacher's effectiveness/ineffectiveness; (4) to determine
such variables as age, sex, in-service training, and years
experience were factors in a teacher's effectiveness/
ineffectiveness; (5) to develop a description of the
classroom (number of students, number of special needs

students and their handicaps) of the effective/ineffective

teacher
vii

if

A questionnaire was developed utilizing information
from the literature about effective teaching, from

discussions with principals, from critiques of several draft
questionnaires by other principals and special education
directors, and by Committee members.
The specific sections
of the questionnaire were focused on the demographics of the
principal, the demographics and characteristics of the
effective mainstreaming teacher and the demographics and

characteristics of the ineffective mainstreaming teacher.
Three hundred and seventy-one (371) principals were randomly
surveyed in Massachusetts and one hundred and ninety-five
(195) or fifty-three percent (53%) returned completed

questionnaires which were then coded and analyzed with the
aid of SPSS.
The major findings of the study have been grouped into

three areas; the principal, a comparison of the
characteristics of the effective and ineffective

mainstreaming teachers, and the student composition of the
classroom.
In summary, the principals who responded were:
mostly male (84%), had less than 10 years direct classroom
experience before becoming a principal (62%), and had held
Most of the
the position for at least ten years (70%).
principals (70%) who had taught special needs, however,
gained this experience prior to the existence of

mainstreaming
In summary of the comparison of the characteristics,
sex, age, years teaching, and special needs in-service
training, the results indicate that effective teachers are
younger and have had less special needs experience and
in-service training than the ineffective mainstreaming
This appears to be contradictory in that the
ineffective teacher had the benefit of more exposure and

teachers.

experience with special needs children than the effective
teachers but still remained ineffective in their ratings by
principals

vm

Regarding personality traits and classroom
instructional methods, the effective teacher understood the
social and educational needs of the child and the
ineffective teacher did not; the effective teacher used the
individualized education plan IEP approach and the
(

)

ineffective teacher did not; the effective teacher was
flexible, sensitive and empathetic and the ineffective
teacher was not; however, the data indicate that the
ineffective teacher was not totally ineffective
aspect of his/her teaching.

in

every

The composition of the classroom for both the

effective and ineffective teachers ranged in class size from
21-25 students, consisted primarily of elementary classes,
ranged between 2-3 pupils for the ineffective and 3-4 pupils
for the effective teachers, and the predominant special

needs for both teachers was learning disabilities and

emotional needs.
In conclusion,

the principals who responded to the

questionnaire provided their perceptions of the
characteristics of effective and ineffective mainstreaming
The teachers they described were primarily
teachers.
elementary teachers of pupils having learning disabilities
and emotional needs and there were very few teachers of
physically handicapped or sensory impaired children.
The principals in the study described the effective

mainstreaming teacher's characteristics consistent with the
literature about effective teaching but chose the ability to
individualize instruction as a unique characteristic of this
teacher.

The principals also provided data about the

ineffective teacher and differentiated classroom instructional methods and personality traits which contributed
toward this teacher's ineffectiveness. The information
about the ineffective teacher provides direction for
in-service training for ineffective mainstreaming teachers.

Chapter One
Introduction
1

.

1

Background
Special needs children are presently being
integrated into public school classrooms in the United
States.
The legal mandate establishing this movement
is clearly stated in the federal education law, PL
94-142, and in the parallel Massachusetts law, Chapter
766.
In Massachusetts, special needs children have

been mainstreamed into regular education classrooms
since 1974.

During the past eight years in Massachusetts,
school administrators have been selecting regular

education teachers to mainstream special needs
children.

Specifically, Principals and Special

Education Administrators have been the ones responsible
for the selection of the teacher to mainstream the
child.
These administrators have developed perceptions
about teachers who are effective with special needs
However, the percentage accumulated by the
children.
experiences of these administrators have remained in
each principal's and special education administrator's
subjective educational notebook. The goal of this

study was to question administrators about effective
and ineffective mainstreaming teachers with handicapped
children and to determine from their point of view the

characteristics of these teachers.
In this study, a sample of public school
principals was asked to answer a questionnaire and
select the instructional and personality
characteristics of teachers whom they have recognized
as effectively and ineffectively mainstreaming special

1
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needs children.

By identifying the characteristics of
these teachers, this information has the potential
to assist administrators in selecting the most

appropriate teacher to mainstream
child.

a special

needs

For the purposes of this study, the word,

"characteristic",

is

used in the following way:

Webster's New Collegiate Dictionary defines
characteristic as "an inherent characteristic", "an
object closely associated with or belonging to a
specific person", "a word ascribing a quality". The
word, "mainstream," will also be used throughout the

study and is defined as, "the instruction of

handicapped pupils within the regular classroom which
has primary responsibility for the educational
process

"
.

There

is

no single definition which describes

comprehensively the attributes or qualities of
effective and ineffective mainstreaming teachers. The
field is too new. The literature, however, describes
teacher behaviors which work and do not work in
integrating special needs students. The literature
also describes the qualities of effective teaching in
In order to derive a
the regular classroom.
comprehensive description of these characteristics, the
literature (described in the Literature Review) was

used to compile the list for the questionnaire.
The words, "special needs child," will be used
repeatedly throughout the study. Special needs is the
nomenclature used in order not to label (negatively)
any particular handicapping condition or group of
In effect, principals were asked
handicapped people.
without
to identify the type of handicapped child
Therefore, the emphasis
further labeling of the child.

3

of the study was on the teacher of the child with

learning, physical, mental retardation, emotional, and
sensory handicaps and not the child.
1

2

.

Purposes
The five purposes of this investigation were:
to identify the characteristics of effective and
ineffective teachers who have been mainstreaming

(1)

special needs children in Massachusetts from the
perspective of the principals; (2) to determine the

classroom instructional methods which make a teacher
effective and/or ineffective; (3) to determine the
personality traits which contribute to a mainstreaming
teacher's effectiveness/ineffectiveness, (4) to
determine if such variables as sex, age, training, and
experience are factors in a teacher's effectiveness
and/or ineffectiveness; and (5) to develop a
description of the classroom (number of students,
number of special needs students and their handicaps)
of the effective and ineffective teacher.

1

.

3

Limitations of the Design
The study was limited to the perceptions of the
principals who responded to the questionnaire and,

therefore, can not be interpreted as representative of
all principals or all principals in Massachusetts. The
study was also not designed to identify specific
teachers or observe their performance in order to
attempt to determine if the charactistics listed by the
principals were in effect practiced, nor was it
designed to assess the characteristics of the teacher
prior to the time the special needs child entered the

4

classroom.

The purpose of the study was not to
investigate all possible teacher characteristics but
was limited to those on the questionnaire.
These

characteristics were, however, selected from the
literature and from discussions with public school
administrators
The study was also limited by the kind of special
needs child being taught.
In the public school systems

impacted, there was an attempt to assess teachers of
all kinds of handicapped children.
However, it was

found that there was a low incidence of physically
handicapped, retarded and blind/deaf children.
In
fact, the study revealed that most of the children who

have been mainstreamed have either

a

disability or an emotional handicap.

learning
The

characteristics, therefore, which have been described,
represent primarily only two groups of teachers and two
groups of children.

1

.

4

Outline of the Dissertation
The dissertation is organized around five
Chapter One is the introduction including
chapters.
the purpose and limitations of the study. Chapter Two
presents a review of the relevant literature and serves
Chapter
as a basis or the raison d' etre of the study.

Three presents the methodology of the study including
Chapter
all essential points for gathering the data.
Four presents the results of the data and Chapter Five
presents the conclusions of the study.

Chapter Two

Literature Review
2.1

Introduction
The literature provided a current base of
knowledge on effective teaching and the information

about the importance of the role of the teacher in
mainstreaming the special needs child. The literature
also provided data for preparing a list of teacher
attributes as well as a base for modifying instruments
which have been used by other researchers to identify
the attributes of the effective regular teacher.
This chapter of the study has been organized as

follows:
is

The literature review addresses, first, what

known about the characteristics of the effective

regular classroom teacher, and second, it addresses
what

is

known about the role of the regular classroom

teacher in impacting upon the mainstreaming process.
2.2

The Effective Teacher

There are many components involved in identifying
the attributes of the effective regular education
In fact, the entire issue is so complex that
teacher.
the literature is inconclusive in defining these
"There is no general
attributes and competencies.
(Bolton 1973)
consensus of what a good teacher is."
According to principals and special education
administrators whom this investigator has talked to

in

regard to this study, the issue of defining the
attributes and competencies of the effective regular
education teacher is complicated when the special needs

5
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child

introduced into the classroom. The teacher
now has to adjust and cope with special complex issues,
i.e., the educational deficiencies of the special needs
child, the dynamics of the special needs child, the
needs of the other children and the interaction of all
the children in maintaining a working classroom
environment.
The point of the matter, according to the
is

administrators interviewed, was that the effective
regular education teacher does not automatically
continue to be an effective mainstreaming teacher.

The

demands of the situation change.
The perception of
these administrators is supported in the literature.
The regular classroom teacher's ability to recognize
and adapt to all these needs is one of the reasons why
the placement of the special needs child

"successful" or "not successful"

Sarason

,

1977

,

is

(Martin 1977,

Enshre, 1976, Winschel

,

1976

,

Beery,

1974).

Over the years, researchers have attempted to find

absolute indicators or traits of effective or
successful teaching that apply to all teachers
situations.

in all

This search has been almost universally

unsuccessful because teachers and situations differ.

A

situation changes in time and the demands are
Therefore, a teacher's effectiveness
different.
Bolton
changes as the situation changes (Bolton 1973).
emphasizes that administrators and teachers recognize
that adaptability is an important attribute in becoming

Second, the teacher has to learn
to adjust teaching approaches for the academic level of
Third, the teacher has to be
the child being taught.

an effective teacher.

cognizant of the social acceptance aspects of
introducing new children into the classroom. Fourth,
the teacher must also be cognizant of his/her influence

7

as the role model for all the children.

it is also

clearly understood and stated by the principals and
special education administrators who reviewed drafts of
this study that not all teachers have this adaptability
and an awareness of their influence as a behavioral
model. Not all teachers have the ability to meet their
pupil's diverse needs in different situations.
Mitzel (1960) examined the types of measures which

educational researchers have traditionally used to
study teacher effectiveness. Three categories are:
product, process, and presage.
Product measurements of
teacher effectiveness are student achievement tests,
quizzes, and student reports.
Process measurements
include classroom observation of the teacher's verbal
behavior methods, classroom control, and

individualization of instruction. Presage measurements
of effectiveness include grades in courses, success in
student teaching, tenure, years of experience, and
participation in professional organizations. Jenkins
and Bausell (1973) used these categories to design an

instrument to be given to teachers and administrators
which asked them to judge the effectiveness of a
teacher.

The highest ratings for effectiveness were

the teacher's relationship with his/her class,

flexibility and ability to control the class. Flanders
and Simon (1969) noted two of the same elements plus a
third.

Teachers were effective or able to elicit

certain desired pupil outcomes when:

1.

The teacher makes statements that use ideas and
opinions previously expressed by pupils. This

appears to be a type of accepting or nurturing

behavior

8

2.

The teacher uses a cognitive style that

flexible

is

— e.g.,

he/she deals with two kinds of
pupils differently or adjusts strategies from one
time period to another.
3.

The teacher uses a conceptual framework which
recognizes that diagnosis is necessary to

teaching, i.e., that assessments must be made in
relation to goals and student deficiencies and
that choices of remedial procedures must be made.

Other Studies on Effectiveness
Bolton's categorization of teacher effectiveness
studies indicates that usually three dimensions are
used: 1) the teacher's personal qualities as a factor
of effectiveness;

intereaction

;

2)

the quality of the teacher/child

and 3) the child's growth both

academically and socially.
In defining a teacher's personal qualities,

the

studies reviewed by Bolton indicate that teachers and

administrators developed similar lists of attributes
discussions about what makes a good teacher. Most

in

experienced teachers described those behaviors which
are important as; communication skills, professional
status, academic preparation, knowledge of content,
skill in presentation, creating a desirable environment
for learning, and the ability to evaluate childrens'

growth for purposes of future planning.
The tendency of teachers to define their
effectiveness in general educational qualities and
skills is supported by a study by Henney and Mortenson
(1973).

eight

A panel of experienced teachers

identified

9

categories of behaviors that for them provided the
basis for judging effective elementary school teaching.
These were knowledge of content, presentation of
methods (should have variety and purpose), learning
atmosphere (should be open and supportive),

relationship to children (should be accepting and
respectful), awareness of and provision for individual
differences, provision for challenging thinking, and
provision for building independence.
In another study
of administrators at both the elementary and secondary
levels regarding the critical ingredients of teaching
effectiveness. Miller and Miller (1971) found that
skill in classroom management and subject matter

knowledge are at the top of the lists of most
administrators.
These criteria are followed closely by
a teacher's ability to organize the activities and

materials for learning, which includes the development
of coherent lesson plans, clear specification of lesson

purposes, and providing a continuity of experiences

through time.

Skills in evaluation, creativity in

teaching, class achievement, and general knowledge and
information usually are listed by administrators but
are given a lower priority.

Overall, then, teachers and administrators are in
basic agreement about characteristics that they believe
comprise effective teaching. There are, however,
subtle, yet important, differences between these
Bolton sums up these differences by stating
groups.
the obvious,

i.e., administrators are more likely to

endorse staff cooperation and institutional loyalty
while teachers place a high value upon pupil diagnosis
These
and the exercise of autonomy in the classroom.
Teachers work daily
are understandable differences.
with pupils in the classroom setting and administrators

10

must be concerned with the smooth, overall functioning
of the school faculty.
Yet, it is the administrator
who evaluates performance of the teacher.
It is the
administrators perception of effectiveness which is
important since the administrator makes the choice of
the placement teacher for the special needs child.
This point was verbalized by the principals and special
education administrators who reviewed a draft of this

study.

The administrators also verbalized that the

parents perception of their son's or daughter's
progress or lack of progress also strongly enters into
the administrator's rating of teacher effectiveness.
In this study,

even though the children in the

identified teacher's classroom were not interviewed to
determine their perspective of the teacher, it is
important to note that this approach has been used by

researchers and has provided very useful data regarding
teacher effectiveness.

Student Perception of Teacher Effectiveness
Student reports about teaching effectiveness vary
For young
somewhat according to age or grade level.
children, teachers are simply liked or unliked. Such
children dislike teachers who are mean, cranky, crabby,
In describing
and bossy (Stephens and Evans, 1973).
teachers they like, young children seldom mention

characteristics of the instructional role, such as
However, they often list the
intellectual stimulation.
According
ability to explain things well as an asset.
little else surfaces with
regularity, with the possible exception that children
complain about teachers who "play favorites" or are

to Stephens and Evans,

"unfair" with discipline.

In the lower grades

11

children are very person-oriented, and the teacher is
viewed primarily as a parent substitute.
In another
study, instructional skill becomes an increasingly
important standard for teacher evaluation as students
move into the upper grades. General criteria such as

making school work interesting and clarity of standards
for grading are popular.
By high school, students seem
able both to distinguish and to agree upon certain
motivation qualities and communication skills

associated with good teaching. These include knowledge
of subject matter, encouraging students to learn,
resourcefulness and variety in approach to instruction,
accessibility to students, effective use of humor,
providing ample time for classroom discussion, engaging
students in decisions about course activities and
goals, treating students as colleagues, and general
communication ability.
Patton and DeSena (1966) state
that it is difficult to determine the precise

relationship of student preferences for teachers.
However, pupils seem to be in basic agreement with
teachers and administrators in that all three groups
stress qualities that we associate with positive

teaching, i.e., human relations, communication skills,
and stiumulating goal-directed activity.

These are

common reference points used to describe the attributes
and competencies of the effective teacher.
The preceeding section of the literature review
has attempted to identify the attributes of the

effective regular education teacher. Several studies
have been used to illustrate the complexity of the
issue from several perceptives, i.e., administrators,
teachers, and students.
In summary of

the discussion regarding the

12

identification of the attributes of the effective
teacher, it is possible to identify some consistent
statements in what teachers, administrators, and
students perceive as good teaching, i.e., communication
skill ranks high on most lists, as does enthusiasm for
the content of teaching, a personal regard for
students, and flexibility.
The research identified
that several measures of teacher effectiveness are used
by administrators and teachers rather than a single

overall indicator.

This study was concerned with

defining the respondent administrators description of
effectiveness
2

.

3

The Effective Mainstreaming Teacher
The teacher is the significant person in the

mainstreaming process.

Information about the role of

the teacher and what happens to the child is important

because this

is

the information administrators should

be aware of when determining which teacher is or could

be an effective mainstreaming teacher.

The second part of the literature review addresses
the mainstreamed child in the regular classroom and the

role of the teacher in this process.

significance reviewed are:

(1)

The areas of

acceptance vs.

rejection of the mainstreamed child;

(2)

the attitudes

of the regular teacher toward the special needs child

and the philosophy of mainstreaming;

(3)

the teacher's

perception of resources needed, to effectively
mainstream; (4) the effect of labeling the special
needs child and how labeling influences the teacher's
the teacher's behavior as a role
model influencing the behavior of the other children

behavior; and

(5)

toward the mainstreamed child.

13
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1

)

Acceptance vs. Rejection
First, what happens to the mainstreamed child in
the regular classroom? Are these children

accepted or rejected by their peers? The
literature discusses children with various
disabilities who have been mainstreamed.
Generally, handicapped pupils mainstreamed into
regular classes experience greater social

rejection and less social acceptance than their
non-handicapped peers.
In a recent study on the

mainstreaming of retarded children, Siperstein (et
al 1978) states that mentally retarded children
consistently experience less social acceptance
than their non-retarded peers and that

mainstreaming per se does not lead to greater
social acceptance for retarded pupils.
Learning disabled pupils likewise experience

greater social rejection and less social
acceptance.

Bryan

(1974) examined the social

relationships of learning disabled children and
their peers in regular third, fourth, and fifth
Learning disabled (LD) children
grade classrooms.
were defined as children who possess intelligence
within the normal range and suffer no sensory
handicaps, emotional disturbances, or cultural
Bryan
disadvantages, but still fail in school.
hypothesized that LD children would be less
popular, more disliked, and more likely to be

characterized by negative personality traits than
As the variables of the study
non-LD children.
were analyzed, Bryan found his hypothesis to be
true

14

In studying the social

isolation of learning
disabled students, Siperstein (et al 1978) found
that these children had a less popular social

position than the other students studied for the
factors of academic ability, athletic ability and
physical appearance.
For the learning disabled
child, academic ability may hamper acceptance but
does not in itself mean social rejection.
fact, a student's popularity is enhanced
is

In
if

there

strength in other areas such as athletics.

The learning disabled child has the opportunity to
excel in non-academic areas which will help the

child to achieve social acceptance.
(2)

The Teacher's Attitudes

Studies of successful placements in the regular
classroom have also been done for EMR children.
These studies have shown the effect of positive

teacher attitudes toward the performance and

capabilities of these children.

Gottlieb (1975) and Corman and Gottlieb (1977)
designed a research study where they trained
teachers in how to facilitate cooperative behavior
Even though the teachers being trained
in groups.
may have been overly sensitive because of the
training toward EMR children, the result was that
there was increased acceptance of these children
This kind of intervention
strongly suggests that if teachers are aware of
their behavior as a facilitator of acceptance,

by their peers.

there is improvement in acceptance for the special
needs child.

15

Siperstein and Gottlieb (1978) in their study of
parent's and teacher's attitudes toward mildly and
severely retarded children found that there is a

definite attitudinal difference expressed between
the regular school integration of the mildly
retarded versus the severely retarded. The
severely retarded children were viewed with a poor

expectancy for achievement, that there would be
classroom disturbances, and that this would be a
poor model for the normal children.
The same
respondents, all women regular class teachers,
expressed their attitude toward the mainstreaming
of the mildly retarded child as superior to the

special classroom situation.
In their study, it
is interesting to note that the respondent's
attitudes toward the community integration of both

retarded groups was not differentiated. Most of
the respondents favored community integration.

(

3

)

The Teacher's Perception of Resources

McGinty and Keogh (1975) developed a questionnaire
aimed at determining what teachers think they need
to know in order to teach special needs children

who are mainstreamed and whether or not the

teachers felt competent to do the teaching.
Replies from almost 400 teachers in this study

demonstrated that there was considerable
agreement as to what teachers thought they needed
Unfortunately, there was almost
to know.
unanimous agreement that they did not know it. As
an example, 88% of the respondents indicated that
knowledge of the characteristics of special needs
children was important, yet only 27% felt
qualified in this area. The problem identified

is

16

that despite their willingness to work with
special needs children, teachers did not feel

competent to do so.
Another attribute of
significance is the confidence of the teacher.
Stated in another way, the findings of this study
indicate that 27% of the teachers questioned might
be candidates to become "effective" mainstreaming
teachers.

The literature regarding teacher

professionalism always addresses preparedness and
knowledge of the subject area to be taught.
Special needs children are perhaps viewed as a
special area to be taught instead of a part of a
classroom to be taught.
Another interesting
finding in this study

is

that the nature of the

interaction between mainstreamed pupils and their
peers is a critical ingredient for success.

Yet

regular class teachers did not feel that they

could help children on these important social and

affective dimensions.
The teacher's attitude, behavior, and knowledge

about special needs pupils and how to teach them
Hewett and
are discussed in several studies.
Watson (1975) presented elementary school teachers
with a series of six vignettes describing
behavioral and learning characteristics of

children previously placed in self-contained
Teachers were asked
special education classes.
several questions, i.e., to indicate how these
pupils should be taught in a regular classroom,
what was the probability of their success, and if
their presence in the regular program would work
These
to the benefit of other children.

investigators found that teachers were able to
distinguish among the various patterns of pupil

17

character is tics described in the vignettes but
that teachers had little knowledge of
how to provide differential instruction for them.
Although the majority of teachers felt that the
special needs children described would be better
off in a regular program than in a self-contained
one, they were also concerned that there would be
negative effects on regular class peers and,

importantly, that the demands on teachers would be
increased greatly.
These teachers did not feel

confident in meeting these demands.
The findings of this research study are important

indicators of effectiveness.

The teacher should

have a range in teaching skills and appropriate

materials in order to teach the special needs
child.

Teachers should also be aware of the

dynamics of the other children toward the special
needs child.

(

4

)

The Effect of Labeling
clear from these studies which attempt to
ascertain the source of teacher expectations, that
It

is

there are attributes in children which teachers
perceive as more positive than others. These are

outlined by Garner and Bing (1973). Those pupils
who are rated as "high" in ability, or fit the
"good" stereotype, appear to receive more teacher
contacts which are generally of higher quality
than those teacher contacts with pupils perceived
as having lower ability.

Thomas and Gordon (1967) demonstrated that
teachers tend to overestimate the intellectual
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potential of pupils they perceive as "pluggers",
i.e., pupils who adjust quickly and

enthusiastically to new situations. However,
teachers tend to underestimate the potential of
pupils perceived as "sideliners "
i.e., pupils who
are hesitant in new situations, or those who
become involved slowly. Children identified
,

having positive attributes receive more
questions, receive more help when failing a
as

certain task, and have private contacts with the
teacher.
The children identified with
non-positive attributes were avoided by the
teacher and were criticized more often for their
behavior and classwork.
If the special needs

child does not have an attribute identified as
positive by the teacher, the quality of the

teacher's interaction with the student will be
less than that of the positively rated child.

This kind of teacher behavior

is

obviously evident

to the special needs child's peers who begin to

act the same way as the teacher does toward the

special needs .child.
Foley (1976) examined the effects of positive and
negative teachers' reactions to the videotaped

behavior of three pupils.

Each pupil was labeled

either "normal", "learning disabled", or "mentally

retarded "

.

Seventy-eight fourth grade pupils from a rural
school with an integrated special education
program viewed one of two video-tapes of the
target pupils performing various academic and
social tasks.

On one tape the pupils'

behaviors

were reacted to positively by the teacher and on
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the other they were reacted to negatively.

Pupils
were randomly assigned to either a "positive"
or
"negative" teacher condition, and one of the three

^^ksling conditions. After viewing the videotape,
pupils completed a peer acceptance questionnaire.
Across all labeling conditions, pupils who viewed
the "positive" videotape rated the target pupil

higher on the peer acceptance questionnaire.

Siperstein (et al 1978) studied the effect of the
label "mentally retarded" versus "retard".
Their
results are interesting and contradictory to the
other studies about labeling stated above.
Their
results indicate that childrens' (peers')
attitudes toward the "mentally retarded" labeled

child were more positive than toward the child
labeled "retard".
The peers' reaction to these
labels were, in part, functions of two other

variables, physical appearance and academic
performance.
However, the results indicate that
the clinical label, "mentally retarded" appears to
have a beneficial effect on a peers' attitudes for
the child with a normal physical appearance.

The

peers studied did not judge negatively the normal

appearing academicallly incompetent child labeled
"mentally retarded".

In contrast,

the peers

studied rejected the child labeled "retard". The
clinical label in effect, protected the retarded
child as the peers were prepared or expected or
were sympathetic to the labeled child because they

knew what to expect and how to appropriately
behave toward the child.
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(5)

The Teacher as a Role Model

Pupils are, very likely, aware of the above
identified patterns of teacher behavior.

Whitfield (1974) studies student perceptions of
teacher nonverbal cues with 360 sixth grade
students.

The questions posed to students

attempted to determine their perceptions of
teacher attentiveness, teacher approval, and

teacher control.

Not all students perceived the

same cues, but considerable similarity was

reported in the students' interpretation of the
meaning of cerain cues. The fact that pupils
learn to "make sense" of teacher behavior is
critical to their success within the classroom

social structure.

Implicit in the teachers's

"messages" are cues for child behavior which, in
turn, are guides to action for the children.

Therefore, pupils are aware of the teacher's
behavior and they assign meaning and certain
They are generally aware of nuances
values to it.
of approval and disapproval, and attentiveness and

unattentiveness. Children act -in accordance with
the way they believe the teacher wants them to
If, as Corman and Gootlieb (1977) speculate;
act.
teachers sometimes behave in a manner that signals
rejection toward a given pupil, others students
may recognize that rejection and, over time, act
In this way,
negatively toward that student.
teacher behavior patterns may actually account for
the image which regular education pupils have

toward their special needs peers.
that the
In the classroom there is little doubt
to
power to influence flows mainly from teacher
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pupil

.

The teacher has the power to give

approval.

Teachers control the granting of
rewards (grades), and the distribution

of public praise and approval.

In short,

their

power to influence is awesome.

Teachers can be said to have the greatest
influence when the pupils have identified with the
beliefs and values of that teacher.
In this
regard, it is certainly possible that a given
pupil may be well aware of another pupil's poor

academic status but overlook it because the
teacher behaves positively toward this child in
other ways.
This tells that pupil that other
behavioral attributes of the academic failing
pupil are equally as valued (Kelman, 1961).
2

.

4

Summary

Handicapped pupils and "normal" pupils differ

in

that the handicapped pupil enters the classroom

environment having an observable difference, be it

physical, behavioral or academic.

The teacher is the

key person for the successful mainstreaming of the

handicapped child.

This is emphasized from several

perspectives, i.e., the teacher, administrator and the
pupil
The teacher is viewed as the valued person by the
pupils.
In that regard the teacher directly influences
the acceptance/rejection behaviors of the other pupils
The teacher's cues to
toward the handicapped pupil.
It is the
the class are both overt and covert.
"reading" of these cues by the class including the

handicapped pupil that are a key determinant of
successful mainstreaming.
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In this

dissertation, it was the purpose to ask
principals to identify the characteristics of

effective/ineffective mainstreaming teachers in
their building (s).
The methodology for accomplishing
this is explained in the next Chapter.
Even though there are no absolute indicators or
traits of the effective/ineffective teacher, it is

possible to develop a composite of traits describing
both.
The data gathered from the literature became the
basis for the questionnaire to be administered to a
sample of principals in public schools. The traits of
the effective teacher described in the literature fall
within such categories as personal qualities,
professional qualities, and classroom performance. The
integration of the special needs student into the
regular classroom presents the teacher with several new
challenges.
The teacher is the catalyst, the role

model, for all the students.

He/she becomes aware of

the acceptance vs. rejection struggle within

himself /herself and the other pupils toward the special
needs student.

aware of

is

Another area the teacher becomes keenly

the need for support services and

specialized materials.

*

Chapter Three
Methodology
3.1

Introduction
(1)

In this chapter

the methodology for conducting the study
will be described.
The four sections of the chapter are:
,

purposes of the questionnaire (2) instrumentation,
sample of respondents, and (4) procedure.
3

.

2

(3)

Purposes of the Questionnaire
The five purposes of the study which were addressed
with the administration of a survey sent to school

principals were:
(1)

to identify the characteristics of effective and
ineffective mainstreaming teachers who have been
mainstreaming special needs children in
Massachusetts from a principal's perspective.

(2)

to determine the classroom methods which make
mainstreaming teacher effective/ineffective

(3)

to identify personality traits which
contribute to making a mainstreaming teacher
effective/ineffective

(4)

to determine if such variables as age,
years teaching, special needs training, and
special needs experience are factors in the

teacher
(5)

'

s

effectiveness/ineffectiveness

to describe the classroom of the effective/
ineffective teacher, including the total
number of students and the number of special
needs students in the class and their

handicap
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3.3

Instrumentation
In order to gather data about effective and

ineffective mainstreaming teachers, choices had to be
made as to whom to ask and the format to be used. The

primary focus of the survey became the principal
because the hoped for end result of the study was to
provide information about teachers to the person
responsible for the overall education of the child, the
building principal.
The building principal, as is the
practice in every school system contacted during the
development of the questionnaire, is the one who

ultimately decides which teacher will work with which
children and is the person who allows the special
education director to operate in his/her school, set up
programs, use space, and match students and teachers.
The principal is also usually the chairperson of the

Core Evaluation Team which develops the individualized

education plan for the special needs student.
summary, it became evident that the principal

In
is

and

continues to be the person who could best evaluate the
teacher because it

is

the principal who in the final

analysis has to be responsible for the success of the
teacher
At the beginning of the process the scope or number
of principals to be surveyed was limited to about ten

school systems ranging from two thousand to ten
thousand students, including a mix of urban and

suburban systems and an estimated number of twenty-five
Originally it was anticipated
to thirty principals.
that principals would be interviewed and the teachers
they described observed in the classroom to verify the
This
principals' observations of effectiveness.
direction was not adopted because classroom observation
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required pre-approval by the School Committees
including non-disclosure of confidential student and
teacher performance information, the impossibility of
scheduling and traveling to complete the interviews,
and the need to develop a classroom observation
instrument which would objectively describe the
teacher's performance which in itself would have become
a major study.
Therefore, in discussion with Committee members,
the intent to survey principals remained, but the scope
of the survey was broadened and rather than just

gathering information about the effective teacher, the
number of subjects was expanded to survey a random
sample of all public school principals in the state of
Massachusetts.
A questionnaire format was decided upon
which would ask principals to identify the attributes
of effective mainstreaming teachers rather than attempt
to interview principals which logistically was

infeasible and would mean a very small sample size.
The development of the questionnaire was a process

which required several involved and time consuming
steps before the final product was completed.

Appendix

A,

(See

for a final copy of the Survey of Public

School Principals).
First, a thorough search of the literature in the
areas of teacher training, evaluation, effective
The purpose
teaching, and mainstreaming was conducted.
of this search was to gather a list of the
characteristics, attributes, and methods of the
Second, using this list as a point
effective teacher.

individual discussions were held with
three principals in order to add to the list those
qualities which would describe from a principal's

of reference,

perspective an effective mainstreaming teacher.
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Third, the first draft of a questionnaire was
circulated to Committee members, three other principals
and three special education directors for their
critique.
It became obvious through discussions with
Committee members and responses from these colleagues
that a principal completing the questionnaire would
merely acquiesce and agree with all the positive

statements presented about effective teaching and no
new information would be learned. Consequently, a

questionnaire was developed which asked a principal to
compare an effective teacher with an ineffective
teacher.
What the literature search and discussions
did confirm was that a comparison of effective and
ineffective mainstreaming teachers did not exist and
that principals, through their experience, had very
definite statements about the personal and classroom

attributes of the ineffective mainstreaming teacher.
The fact that a questionnaire using a comparison

technique would not entirely erase the possibility of
principals acquiescing and merely agreeing with all the
positive and/or negative statements, this method would;
however, provide an opportunity to statistically
analyze the principals' responses and determine which
of their choices were significant.

Another method

which was used in the questionnaire to counteract the
principals' tendency to acquiesce to one pole or the
other was to insert open ended questions which asked

them to use their own words in describing the
characteristics of the teacher.
The questionnaire was, therefore, developed into
its present format, distributed to Committee, finalized
and mailed to the principals who were asked to describe
A copy
the teacher they relied upon for mainstreaming.
of the cover letter is reported in Appendix B, as well
as

the follow-up letter to the non-respondents in

Appendix C.

27

The questionnaire was organized into three
categories of information: 1) the principal; 2) the
effective teacher; 3) the ineffective teacher. The
information about the principal was demographic and
provided data about each person's number of years

experience as a teacher, as a principal, and whether or
not they had ever taught special needs students.
This
information would provide general data about the
principals who were in the profession but was not
intended to be an in-depth study of their background,
experience, or knowledge of mainstreaming. However,
because of the depth of the questions being asked about
the teachers, in effect, the questionnaire represents
principals' articulation of their biases as to the
kinds of teachers and attributes which they deem
important
The questions about the effective and ineffective

teachers were direct opposites for purposes of
statistical analysis and included sex, age, years
teaching, grade, special needs experience, inservice
training, number of students in the classroom, and the
number of special needs students and their disability
in the classroom.

Under each major category, effective/ineffective,
the principal was asked to complete two open-ended

questions which required the use of his/her own words,
phrases or statements to describe the characteristics
of the teacher and then they were asked to rate certain

characteristics on two different scales, a semantic
The purpose of
differential and Likert scale.
providing open-ended and check-off questions was to
take into account principals who would not take the
time to answer an all open-ended questionnaire and the
fact that an all semantic differential or Likert
questionnaire would probably lead toward acquiescence
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or the path of least resistence for the respondent

which would encourage checking all the positive or all
the negative statements.
The words

phrases, and statements used in the
semantic differential and Likert scales were developed
with aid of the relevant literature and statements from
,

colleagues during the development of the questionnaire.
3

.

4

Sample of Respondents
A random sample of 426 public school principals in
the state of Massachusetts was solicited.
The sample
included one out of every four principals (1600)

employed in Massachusetts during the 1979-80 school
year.
The names and addresses of the principals were

obtained from the latest available Department of
Education Public School Directory, 1980, which is
compiled alphabetically by city/town. The first
principal was selected randomly and every fourth name
thereafter was included in the study. Such a
selection strategy insured that the selected sample was

representative of the principals in the state.
3.5

Procedure
The procedure used consisted of an initial mailing
of a questionnaire with a cover letter to principals, a
follow-up mailing with a revised cover letter, and a

telephone call to the remaining non-respondents who
could be reached.
The purpose for using a statewide mailing has been
previously discussed and in order to increase returns

second mailing was decided upon. After the second
mailing, the percentage of returns was still below
a
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fifty percent and with the liklihood that a third
would again be discarded, the direct approach
was made by telephoning as many of the outstanding

principals as possible and asking if they would
respond.
This approach was somewhat beneficial but
most principals could not be contacted directly and for
the most part even when the questionnaire was sent to
them again, they did not respond.
The first mailing to the 426 principals resulted in
receipt of fifty-five (55) questionnaires marked in
several different ways; moved, retired, deceased, or no
longer a principal.
This brought the total sample

surveyed to 371 principals. The first mailing produced
99 completed questionnaires, the second mailing
produced 78, and as a final attempt to increase the
return rate, telephone calls were made, producing 18

replies for a total response of 195 or 53%.
After two mailings and telephone calls, it was

decided that the return size was adequate and that all
efforts were exhausted to increase the return rate.
If, however,

time and financial resources were not a

factor, direct contact could have been pursued but the

point of diminishing return had been reached and the

data size allowed appropriate statistical comparisons
to be made.

Chapter Four
Presentation of Results
4.1

Introduction

Completed questionnaires were returned from 195 of
the 371 public school principals surveyed (a return
rate of 53%).

Each questionnaire was numbered, each
response coded and key punched, and the statistical

analysis computed with the aid of SPSS.
A summary of
the principals' responses to the questions is reported
in Tables 1 through 12 and is divided as follows: Table

presents results which describe the principals;
Tables 2-6 present results which describe the effective
1

mainstreaming teachers; and Tables 7-11 present results
which describe the ineffective mainstreaming teachers.
Table 12 presents a stastistical analysis of the data

including a closer analysis of certain key elements
such as the sex, age, experience, special needs

experience, and training of teachers.

4

.

2

Basic Information about the Principals, and Effective
and Ineffective Mainstreaming Teachers
For convenience of presentation and readability the

key findings will be reported in point form and
organized by the Tables in which the findings are

found
Table One indicates that:
(1)

(2)

84% of the principals responding were male.
62% of the principals had less than ten years
in the classroom, and the majority of those
had only 4-6 years direct experience with

children
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Table

1

Demographic Data of Principals
N=195
(

Question
1.

2.

Percentage

What is your sex?
1. male
2. female

84.1
11.8

How many years did you teach before becoming
principal?
1. less than 1 year
2. between 1 and 3 years
3. between 4 and 6 years
4. between 7 and 9 years
5. over 10 years

8.2
33.8
19.0
34.4

How many years have you been a principal?
1. less than 1 year
2. between 1 and 3 years
3. between 4 and 6 years
4. between 7 and 9 years
5. between 10 and 15 years
6. between 16 and 20 years
7. between 21 and 25 years
8. over 25 years

2.1
5.6
9.2
12.8
35.9
15.9
7.7
6.7

a

3.

4A.

Have you had experience teaching special
needs children?
1.
2

B.

.5

.

46.2
49.2

yes
no

when did you gain the experience?
before 1974
766
2. during Chp
3. both before and during

If yes,
1.

.

70.0
4.5
25.9
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(3)

70% of the principals had been administrators
for
ten years or more, with the majority of those
holding the position between 10 and 15 years.

(4)

The principals were evenly divided between
those having taught special needs children and
those who had not.

Table Two indicates that:
(1)

78% of the effective teachers were female
between the ages of 26 and 35 with 7-12 years
experience in the classroom.

(2)

65% of the effective teachers had never taught
special needs children before, but 60% of
these teachers had had previous in-service
training

(3)

The composition of the typical classroom for
an effective teacher is as follows:
the
number of children being taught is usually
between 21-25 per class, with 3-4 special
needs children per class who have either an
emotional handicap or a learning disability.
61% of the children are in grades two through
five, 25% in six through eight, and 6% in
grades 9-12.

Responses pertaining to in-service training for

effective and ineffective teachers will be compared later in the
chapter
Table Three indicates that the characteristics of
the effective teacher were:

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

understands the educational and emotional
needs of the child
patient with children
attitude is positive
individualizes the learning program
sensitive and empathetic toward children
flexible style
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Table

2

Demographics of Effective Mainstreaming Teachers
And Their Classrooms 1
(

N=195

Question

•

•

i.

What method did the Principal use
to assess the teacher's ability?
1. classroom observation
2. evaluation meetings
3. evaluation by other adm. staff
4. parents
5. students
6. other
What is the sex of the teacher?
1. male
female
2
.

1.

>.

Percentage

79.5
8.7
3.6
3.6
3

.

.5

20.5
77.9

How many years has the teacher taught?
1. less than 1 year
2. between 1 and 3 years
3. between 4 and 6 years
4. between 7 and 9 years
5. between 10 and 12 years
6. over 13 years

9.7
8.7
25.6
24.6
30.3

What is the teacher's approximate age?
1. 20-25 years
2. 26-30 years
3. 31-35 years
4. 36-40 years
5. 41-45 years
6. 46-50 years
7. 51-55 years
8. 56-60 years

18.5
34.9
16.4
16.9
4.1
6.2
1.5

Did the teacher have previous special
needs experience?
yes
1
no
2
don t know
3

20.5
65.1
12.8

.
.

.

'

0

.5

^These teachers were identified by the school principals
surveyed
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(

Table 2
continued

Question
10.

Percentage

Did the teacher have previous in-service
training about special needs or mainstreaming?
1. yes, substantial
2. yes, moderate
3

.

4.

11.

12.

.

don't know

How many children are
1. less than 15
2. between 15 and
3. between 21 and
4. between 26 and
5. over 30

g

#

7

in the classroom?

20
25
30

What are the handicapping conditions
of the children?
1. physical handicap
2. mentally retarded
3. emotional handicap
4. learning disabled
5. blind
6. deaf
7.
8.

13

no

10.8
49.7
29.2

multiply handicapped
other

8.2
11.8
57.4
20.5
.5

8.0
9.0
32.0
45.0
1.0
3.0
1.0
0.0

How many special need children are
in the class?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

1
2
3

4
5

more

3.1
16.4
31.3
27.7
8.7
9.7
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(

Table 2
continued

Question
14.

Percentage

What grade level is being taught?
1
kindergarten
2. first
3. second
4. third
5. fourth
6. fifth
7. sixth
8. seventh
9. eighth
10. ninth
11. tenth
12. eleventh
13. twelfth
.

1.0
6.7
14.4
17.9
16.9
12.3
9.7
10.3
4.6
2.1
2.6
0.5
1.0
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Table

3

Characteristics of Effective Mainstreaming Teachers^
(

Characteristic

N=19 0

Percentage

Percentage

of

Principals
1

.

2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

understands child and his needs
patient
attitude
individualizes child's program
sensitive/empathetic person
works with parents
flexible
works with specialists
organized

37
34
28
26
26
15
14

of

Responses
19
13
5

17
14
4

13

10

7

8

8

The principals surveyed offered 665 teacher descriptors.
These descriptors were organized into 9 categories.
2

The percentage stated is the number of principals who used
the word or word phrase compared to the total number of

principals

.

^The percentage stated is the number of times the word is used
compared to the total number of responses
190 principals gave
665 responses; therefore, one principal could have stated
multiple responses and many did.
.
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Other words which were frequently chosen by the
principals to describe the teacher were: "organized",

"works

with specialists and parents", and "had the right attitude
for working with special needs children."

Table Three represents the compilation of the data
from the first of four open-ended questions in which the

principals were asked to use their own words to describe the
characteristics of the effective/ineffective teachers. The
principals were quite verbal in that 190 respondents
provided 665 words or phrases to this question to
communicate their thoughts. This level of response

indicated that the principals took the time and were serious
about answering this question.
In order to

provide some order to the data and for
purposes of computerization, the responses were organized
into nine categories which were labeled according to the

exact word used by the principal.

For example, the data

indicated that 37% of the principals used the word

"understands," when describing the characteristics of the
teacher and 34% used the word, "patient." The raw data from
the principals indicated that some of the principals used
just the words,

"understands," and "patient," while others

offered descriptive phrases such as "understands the
emotional and educational needs of the child," and "patient
with children."
Table Four indicates that the unique characteristics
of the effective teacher were:
1.
2.
3.
4.

individualizes the learning program
understands the needs of the child
flexible style
teacher is caring, empathetic, and willing
to help
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Table

4

Unique Characteristics of Effective Mainstreaming Teachers^
N=17 8
(

Characteristic

Percentage

Percentage 3

of

of

Principals
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

individualizes child's program
understands child's needs
flexible
empathetic/car ing/willing to help
organized
patient
spends extra time with child
works with specialists
positive attitude

Responses

43
42
40
34
19
16
12
11

24
12
13
14

5

5

6
9
8
8

l mu

The 178 principals surveyed offered 478 unique descriptors.
These descriptors were organized into 9 categories
•

2

The number stated is the percentage of principals who
used the word or word phrase compared to the total number of
principals
3

The percentage stated is the number of times the word
used compared to the total number of responses

Table

is

5

Personality Characteristics of Mainstreaming Teachers

Rating Scale
(1)

(7)

praise
demanding
flexible
considerate
organized
enthusiastic
laissez-faire

criticizes
patient
inflexible
inconsiderate
unorganized
lethargic
disciplinarian

Mean

SD

1.70
5.25
1.67
1.54
1.72
1.62
5.41

.79

1.91
.85
.74

1.01
.74

1.35
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The principals

(above) were asked to refine the

general characteristics which were requested in Table Three
and be specific about the unique characteristics which
clearly contribute to this person's effectiveness. The
result was that the fourth rated general characteristic
became the first ranked unique characteristic ie.

individualizes the learning program.
Other words used to describe the unique
characteristics of the effective teacher were patient,
spends extra time with the child, works with specialists,

organized, and had a positive attitude.

Table Five indicates that the personality
characteristics of the effective teacher were:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

praises
flexible
considerate*
organized
enthusiastic

The principals

(above) responded to a seven point

semantic differential scale and almost universally the
principals rated the effective teachers on the positive end
However, the principals were less definitive
of the scale.
in their rating of these teachers

and discipline.

in the areas of patience

The effective teachers were patient yet

leaned toward being demanding and they were also
disciplinarians yet not totally so.
Table Six indicates that the instructional methods of
the effective teacher were as follows:
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1.

98% of the principals' responses stated
that the teacher promotes the social
acceptance of the special needs child in
the classroom.

2.

98% stated that the teacher has the ability
to adjust materials for use by the

children
3.

97% stated that the teacher maintains
classroom control.

However, the tendancy of the principals was to rate
the effective teachers under the "always" and "usually"

categories and in effect 90% of the responses were

in these

categories
Table Seven indicates that the demographics,

experience, training, and the typical classroom of the
ineffective mainstreaming teacher were as follows:
(1)

65% of the teachers described as ineffective
were female; however, proportionately more
males were ineffective than effective.

(2)

56% had 13 years or more direct experience in
the classroom; 34% had between 7 and 12 years

experience
(3)

The teachers were evenly distributed between
31 and 60 years of age.

(4)

33% of the ineffective teachers did have
previous special needs experience and 50% did
not have experience.

(5)

(6)

However, 50% of the ineffective teachers did
have previous in-service training about
special needs children and/or mainstreaming.
The profile of the classroom indicates that
64% of the classrooms had 21-25 children;
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(7)

53% have either 2 or
in each classroom;

(8)

57% of those children are learning disabled;

(9)

30% are emotionally handicapped;

(10)

64% are evenly divided among elementary
grades (1-5);

(11)

21% are middle school

(12)

5% are in high school.

3

special needs children

(6-8);

Therefore, the fact that 50% of the ineffective
mainstreaming teachers had in-service training indicates
that the in-service training may not have been helpful for
these teachers.

However, there are many variables which

would have to be known before drawing a one-to-one
relationship between ineffective in-service training and
non- improvement in teachers.
Table Eight indicates that the characteristics
of the ineffective mainstreaming teacher were:
(1)

(2)

inflexible classroom approach, had a rigid
personality, an over-demanding style, and
would not try new methods (77%).
the ineffective teacher lacked understanding
of the child's educational and emotional
needs (65%).

(3)

the teacher lacked the ability to
individualize the child's academic and social
needs
43 %
(

)

Other words which were chosen to describe the
ineffective teacher were: "not organized", "not sensitive/
empathetic", "impatient", "negative attitude/ criticizes",
"lacks parent contact", and "overwhelmed."
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TABLE

7

Demographics of Ineffective Mainstreaming Teachers 1
N=19 5

Question
19.

Percentage

What method did the Principal
use to assess the teacher's ability?
1. classroom observation
2. evaluation meetings
3. evaluations by other staff
4. parents
5
students
3
other

46.7
17.9
13.8
10.8
6.2
1.0

What is the sex of the teacher?
1. male
2
female

31.8
64.6

.

.

20

.

.

21.

22.

23

.

How many years has the teacher taught?
1. less than 1 year
2. between 1 and 3 years
3. between 4 and 6 years
4. between 7 and 9 years
5. between 10 and 12 years
6. over 13 years

2.6
3.6
14.4
20.0
55.9

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

What is the teacher's approximate age?
20-25 years
26-30 years
31-35 years
36-40 years
41-45 years
46-50 years
51-55 years
56-60 years

2.6
8.2
20.0
15.4
12.8
10.8
15.9
10.8

Did the teacher have previous special
needs experience?
yes
1
no
2
don t know
3

33.3
50.3
12.8

.
.

.

'

0

^These teachers were identified by the school principals
surveyed
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Table 7
(Continued

Question
24.

Percentage

Did the teacher have previous in-service
training about special needs or mainstreaming?
1. yes substantial
50.8
moderate
2. yes
29.2
3
don t know
16
,

,

.

25.

26.

How many children
1. less than 15
2. between 15 and
3. between 21 and
4. between 26 and
5. over 30

.

are in the classroom?
20
25
30

4.

5.
6.
7.

.5

physically handicapped
mentally retarded
emotional handicap
learning disabled
blind
deaf
multiply handicapped

3.0
7.0
30.0
57.0
1.0
1.0
1.0

How many special need children
are in the class?
1.
2.
3.
4.

1
2
3
4

5.5
6.

28.

2.6
8.7
64.1
17.9

What are the handicapping conditions
of the children?
1.
2.
3.

27.

'

more

13.3
23.6
30.8
13.3
3.6
2.6

What is the grade level being taught?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

10.
11.
12.
13.

kindergarten
first
second
third
fourth
fifth
sixth
seventh
eighth
ninth
tenth
eleventh
twelfth

*5

9.2

10.8
11.8
13.8
19

*

5

11.3
9.7
5*0
2

-

6
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Table

8

Characteristics of Ineffective Mainstreaming Teachers 1
(

N=17 4

Characteristic

.

.

inflexible/rigid/demanding

lacks understanding
1.
lacks individualization
not
k
organized
>.
not sensitive/empathetic
k impatient
k negative attitude/cr iticiz es
!.
lacks parent contact
!.

k overwhelmed

Percentage^ Percentage 3
of Principals of Responses
77
65
43
31
31
28
20
15
12

29
12
18
12
12
11
10
8

5

The 174 principals who responded to this question offered
418 teacher descriptors. These descriptors were organized into
9

categories.

2

The percentage stated is the number of principals who
used the word or word phrase compared to the total number of
principals
3

The percentage stated is the number of times the word
used compared to the total number of responses

is
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In this

open-ended question, principals (above) were
asked to describe the general characteristics of the
ineffective teacher and were quite specific in their

descriptions and fairly uniform in their observations.
For
purposes of computerization, the responses were organized
into nine categories which were labeled according to the
exact word used by the principal.
As reported above, three

word choices by the principals were easily grouped into the
first category.
For example, 77% of the principals stated
that their ineffective teacher had an inflexible classroom
approach etc.
The "other" words used by the principals were

categorized but were chosen less often than the first three
categories
Table Nine indicates the following methods offered by

principals to improve the ineffective mainstreaming teacher
were
(1)

provide in-service training and courses;

(2)

observe an effective teacher at work in her
classroom;

(3)

provide supervision and support;

Table Nine also indicates certain conclusions that
principals have reached about these teachers:
(1) nothing can be done to improve the teacher;
(2) the teacher should retire or leave;

Unfortunately, the second ranked statement by 22% of
the principals was that nothing or little could be done to
improve the teachers' skills and if this were added to the
6% who stated that the teacher should retire or leave
teaching altogether, 28% of the principals studied had
teachers who they felt should not have been mainstreaming
The other comments indicate that the ineffective
children.
flexibility,
teacher needs an attitude change, counseling,
and parents.
and should work more with school specialists
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Table Ten indicates that principals rated the
ineffective teacher as follows:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

criticizes
inflexible
inconsiderate
lethargic

The principals

(above) responded to a seven point
semantic differential scale and tended to chose the negative
end of the scale.
However, because the choice was

scattered, the principals had less agreement on the
personality characteristics which constitute an ineffective
teacher rather than an effective teacher (Table Five). The
specific words or descriptors which caused less agreement
were: patient/demanding; organized/unorganized; and

disciplinarian/laissez-faire
Table Eleven indicates the following instructional
methods of ineffective mainstreaming teachers:
(1)

69.7% of the principals agreed that the
ineffective teacher always or usually maintains
classroom control.

Apparently the ineffective mainstreaming teacher

is

not totally ineffective in every area, and in fact shows

some skills in certain areas.

This information is

particularly important for educators involved in in-service
training since areas of need as well as strength can be used
as starting points to improve the teacher's effectiveness.

In comparison to the corresponding data

(Table Six)

which addresses the effective teachers instructional
methods, the principals were quite clear about rating the
effective teachers positively but had less agreement
The only major
describing the ineffective teacher.
differences between the two teachers which remained
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Table

9

Suggestions to Improve Ineffective Mainstreaming
Teachers^
(N=166

Suggestions

1.
2.
3.
4.
5

6.
7.
8.
9.

Percentage 2 Percentage 3
of Principals
of Responses

inservice training/courses
nothing or little can be done
observe an effective teacher
change attitude/personality
needs supervision/support
retire/leave
counseling
work with specialists and parents
become flexible

44
22
20
18
16

28
14
15
16
12

6

5

4

3

4

3

2

1

The 166 principals who responded to the question offered
250 suggestions to improve or rectify the ineffective

teachers performance.
2

The percentage stated is the number of principals who
used the word or word phrase compared to the total number
of principals.
3

The percentage stated is the number of times the word is
used compared to the total number of responses.
166 principles gave 250 suggestions.

Table 10

Personality Characteristics of Ineffective Mainstreaming
Teachers

Rating Scale
(1)

(7)

praises
demanding
flexible
considerate
organized
enthusiastic
laissez-faire

criticizes
patient
inflexible
inconsiderate
unorganized
lethargic
disciplinarian

Mean

SD

4.98
2.80
5.62
4.51
3.41
4.37
5.06

1.65
1.53
1.32
1.51
2.04
1.53
1.81
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polarized were in the areas of the teacher's knowledge
of
the learning style and behavioral traits of the
special
needs child.
The effective teacher was rated over 95% in
these categories, whereas the ineffective teacher was
rated
at less than 12%.
In Table Twelve,

effective and ineffective teachers
are compared (using a chi square analysis) for the
variables; sex, number of years teaching, age, special needs
experience, and special needs training and the following is

indicated
(1)

most of the effective teachers were female
(79.3%), but proportionately there were more
ineffective male teachers than effective male
teachers (33%).

(2)

effective teachers had less than thirteen
years experience (68.4%) compared to
ineffective teachers who had more than
thirteen years experience (93.6%).

(3)

effective teachers were between the ages of
20-35 (55%) compared to ineffective teachers
who were between the ages of 36-50 (40%).
As the teacher's age increases, the number of
effective teachers decreases.

(4)

effective teachers had less experience with
special needs children (76.2%) compared to
ineffective teachers who proportionately did
have experience with special needs children
(39.9%)

(5)

.

effective teachers had less special needs
training (67.4%) compared to ineffective
teachers who had more special needs training
(83%)

.

These results are discussed in the Conclusions Chapter
However, it
in regards to the major findings of the study.
is clear from the data that (Table 12) the variables of age,
years teaching, and special needs training are all very
The variable, previous special needs
significant.
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experience

also significant but not as great an
indicator of a clear difference between the effective and
ineffective teacher.
,

is
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Table 12

Comparison of Descriptive Information
For Effective and Ineffective Mainstreaming
Teachers
N=195

Question

Mainstreaming Teachers
Effective Ineffective

Sex of the Teacher
(a) male
(b) female

40

153

(20.7)
(79.3)

62

126

X = 7.1, d.f.= 1, pC.Ol

(33.0)
(67.0)

How Many Years Experience?
(a)
(b)
( c

1-6
7-12
13+

35

99
59

2

(18.1)
(51.3)
(30.6)

12
67

109

(6.4
(35.6)
(58.0)

60
76
52

(31.9
(40.4)
(27.7)

)

X =34.2, d.f .= 2, p<.001

What is the Teacher's Age?
(a) 20-35
106 (54.9)
(b) 36-50
72 (37.3)
51-60
c
15
(7.7)
X =32.9, d.f. =2, p<.001
(

Did the Teacher Have Previous
Special Needs Experience?
(a) yes
(b)

no

Did the Teacher Have
Special Needs Training?
(a) yes, substantial
(b) yes
moderate
none
~
c
X =66.7, d

.

f

.

1,

(23.8
(76.2)

65
98

(39.9)
(60.1)

21
97
57

(12.0)
(55.4
(32.6)

99
57
32

(52.7)
(30.3)
(17.0)

(

f

.

2,

)

p<.01

,

.

128

40

p

X =10.1, d

)

p<.001

)

Chapter Five

Conclusions
5

.

1

Summary
The five purposes of the study were: (1) to
identify the characteristics of effective and

ineffective mainstreaming teachers; (2) to determine
the classroom instructional methods which make a
mainstreaming teacher effective or ineffective; (3)
to identify the personality traits which contribute to

making a mainstreaming teacher effective/ineffective;
(4)

to determine if such variables as age, years

teaching, special needs training, and special needs

experience are factors in the mainstreaming teacher's
ef f ectivness/inef f ectiveness

;

and (5) to describe the

classroom of the effective/ineffective mainstreaming
teacher including the total number of students and
number of special needs students and their handicap.
,

A questionnaire was developed utilizing
information from the literature about effective

teaching, from discussions with principals, from
critiques of several draft questionnaires by other
principals and special education directors, and by

committee members. The specific sections of the
questionnaire were focused on the demographics of the
principal, the demographics and characteristics of the
effective mainstreaming teacher and the demographics
and characteristics of the ineffective mainstreaming
In the two sections of the questionnaire
teacher.
about the effective and ineffective teacher, the
principal was asked from his/her perspective to select

53
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two teachers from his/her present staff, one
effective
and the other ineffective, and then describe these
teachers following the design of the questionnaire.
The principals were asked multiple choice questions,

open-ended questions as well as a semantic
differential and a Likert scale which focused on
personal and classroom instructional characteristics.
These questions were reflected in both sections of the
questionnaire in order to allow the data to be
compared
Three hundred and seventy-one (371) principals
were randomly surveyed in Massachusetts and 195 or 53%

returned completed questionnaires which were then coded
and analyzed with the aid of SPSS.
Specifically, the
major areas of comparison between the effective and
ineffective teachers were: (1) sex; (2) age; (3) years
as a teacher;

(4)

years of experience with special

needs;

(5)

previous in-service training about special

needs;

(6)

personality/style; and

methods.

(7)

classroom

The principals were also asked to provide

their thoughts about the unique characteristics of the

effective mainstreaming teacher and how to improve the
inefffective teacher.
In the following sections of this chapter,

the

major findings of the survey will be presented.
Specific discussion will center around the strengths
and weaknesses of the study, the implications for
additional research specifically in the area of teacher

training, and finally, and most importantly, the
implications for the continuation of mainstreaming
special needs children in the public schools.
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5

.

2

Importance of the Study
The study is relatively small in scope; however,
it has served as the beginning for the researcher to

continue investigation into the characteristics of
effective teachers of children who are handicapped.
The study has provided important information for
principals, special education administrators, teachers

(regular and special), and trainers of teachers because
these educators have gained insight into the

perceptions of his/her colleagues regarding the
characteristics which define the effective and
ineffective mainstreaming regular education teacher.
The study has also served as a beginning for

educators to build a conceptual framework for

administrators to select the most appropriate teacher
to mainstream a special needs child.

The data allows

administrators, specifically principals,

to

objectively compare the characteristics of teachers on
their staff with those identified by the principals in
the study.

Finally, children with special needs will

benefit potentially because their educational
experience will be more positive and rewarding when
they have been placed with the best teacher possible.
A finding of this study has been a redefinition of
the term, mainstreaming i.e. from the principals who
responded we have gained some insight into the kinds of

special needs children actually being mainstreamed.
The principals are describing predominantly teachers of
children with learning disabilities and emotional

Therefore, these children were already in the
We know that children enter the
regular classroom.
One, a child, any child,
classroom in two ways;

needs.

begins school in the regular classroom and at some
point in the elementary grade years may be diagnosed as
Two, previously segregated
having special needs.
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children are consciously placed in the regular
classroom for part of their school day. The
implication for the teacher of these children is that
inservice training will be needed to better work with
these special needs children. The in-service trainers
not only need to provide, most likely, specialized
materials but have to take a close look at the overall

characterictics of the teacher and his/her ability to
communicate effectively with the child. This study has
identified the instructional and personal
characteristics for the in-service person to look for.
The principals in the study described two kinds of
teachers, i.e., the teacher (above) who unknowingly
inherited a special needs child and, two, the teacher
who was selected by an administrator to mainstream a
child who had been previously diagnosed as having
special needs.

For either teacher, the study has

provided information for the inservice trainers as to
where to start in reshaping the teaching techniques.
The goal of this study was accomplished i.e. from
the perspective of the principal determine the

characteristics of effective and ineffective
mainstreaming teachers. This goal was reached but for
purposes of accuracy, it must be qualified by stating
that the results were obtained from a limited number of

principals in Massachusetts and; therefore, may only be
characterized as perceptions of the principals who

responded to the questionnaire. Absolutes can not be
drawn from the data which is, at least, consistent with
the literature on effective teaching i.e. there is no

absolute indicator of effectiveness.
The principals who responded provided more than
just a stereotypic notion of the characteristics of an

effective teacher.

The principals were asked to
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differentiate the unique characteristics (Table 4) of
the mainstreaming teacher and interestingly did not
choose a psychological technique such as, "use
techniques of behavior modification," but consistently
chose the ability to individualize the child's program
the one characteristic which raised this teacher
above all other effective teachers.
The purpose of

as

encouraging the principal to rank order the
characteristics of the effective mainstreaming teacher
was to prevent the principal from merely describing the
typical "good" teacher which is the data in Table 3.
Even though the fourth ranked item of the general
characteristics became the first ranked of the unique

characteristics, this change in the ordering at least
indicates that for the principals who responded there
was a difference in describing the mainstreaming

teacher compared to other teachers.

The ability to

individualize the child's program became the

differentiating factor describing the effective

mainstreaming teacher.
The principals who responded also provided
not readily available in the

information which

is

literature and

usually difficult for administrators

is

and supervisors to discuss i.e. the characteristics of
The characteristics of this
the ineffective teacher.

teacher are discussed under Major Findings in
comparison to the effective teacher; however, the
principals who responded (77%) were very clear about
what they did not like about this teacher i.e. the
teacher was inflexible, rigid and demanding. These
personality characteristics were listed more often and

before instructional characteristics such as lacking
understanding of the child and the ability to
Even though the principals were quite
individualize.
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clear about negative personality traits, they were less
definitive about the instructional methods contributing

toward the teachers' ineffectiveness which was
encouraging from at least two points. One, the
principals who responded answered carefully the items
about ineffectiveness and did not acquiesce and merely
check all the negative characteristics. Two, the
principals stated that ineffective teachers are not
entirely ineffective in every area and in effect have
strengths.

Table II, Instructional Methods of the
Ineffective Teacher, indicates that for the thirteen
areas listed, the ineffective teachers have some skill.
This data should be particularly interesting to those

designing in-service training.
Finally, the study has added to and confirmed the
body of graduate research regarding effective teaching
and effective mainstreaming as the data was compared to

published studies.

By adding to the literature, it has

provided information which will help administrators to
recognize previously unnoticed teachers who could be
effective mainstreaming teachers.

Hopefully, in the

future, this study and subsequent research can benefit

parents of special needs children who would like to
know what qualities to look for in a teacher when
their child is being considered for placement in a

regular classroom.
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3

Major Findings
The major findings of the study have been
organized in the following manner:
the principal, a
comparison of the characteristics of the effective

teacher and the ineffective teacher and the student
composition of the classroom.

(

1

)

The Principal

The principals who responded to the
questionnaire were:

mostly male (84%), had less than 10 years direct
classroom experience before becoming a principal
(62%), and had held the position for at least 10
yea:rs

(

70

%

)

Interestingly, more principals (49%) had not

taught special needs children during their career
as a classroom teacher than the principals

who had taught special needs.

(46%)

Even though the

difference between the two groups of principals is
very little, a closer look at the principals who
had special needs experience indicates that 70%
gained their experience prior to 1974 when

Massachusetts Chapter 766, Special Education, came
Special education prior to that
into existence.
date was limited to segregated, self- contained
classrooms, which were labeled, "the special
class." Chapter 766 legally mandated the process
of mainstreaming or teaching the child in the
least restrictive setting, the regular classroom,
and for specialty services providing them in
another setting for a portion of the day. These
principals have lived through the transition from
the closet approach to special education to the
open and visible approach of mainstreaming and
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from the dogmatic didactic approach
to teaching
the curriculum to the individualized
education
plan which focuses on teaching the child.
What
has not changed for these principals
is

ascertaining who is the effective teacher with
special needs children and who is the ineffective
teacher.
Principals continue to be responsible
for their teachers and the provision of
education
for their students.
In summary

the principals who responded, were
articulate in their remarks and in most cases took
time to carefully answer the entire questionnaire.
,

Therefore principals have defined who are the
effective and ineffective teachers with special
needs children.
(

2

)

A Comparison of the Effective and
Ineffective Teachers

When the results

(Table 12) are viewed in

total, it is apparent that the variables of age,
years teaching, and special needs training were
all significant in describing a clear difference

between effective and ineffective teachers.
As a summary of the data it is clear that the
comparison of the effective and ineffective
teacher (Table 12) indicates that effective

teachers are younger, and have had less special
needs experience and training than the ineffective

teachers.

This appears to be illogical in that

the ineffective teacher had the benefit of more

exposure to and experience with special needs
children including more 'special training' than
the effective teachers but still remained

ineffective in their ratings by their principals.
However, based on the data, age

is

a factor

but probably correlated with other factors
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or variables in the life and experiences of the
teacher.
However, the principals appear to be
stating that when choosing a teacher to mainstream
a special

needs child, consider first a teacher
who is age 35 or younger and the chances for a

successful placement are better.
A comparison of the personality and
instructional methods of the teachers indicated
clear differences; that the effective teacher

understood the social and educational needs of the
child and the ineffective teacher did not; the
effective teacher used the individualized
education plan IEP approach and the ineffective
(

)

teacher was inconsistent; the effective teacher
was sensitive and empathetic and the ineffective

teacher was not; however, the data indicate that
the ineffective teacher was not totally

ineffective in every aspect of his/her teaching.
In fact,

information/data provided about the

ineffective teacher provides the direction for
improving the training programs at the college,
graduate, and in-service levels.
The data in the study clearly asks the

question, why do the ineffective teachers remain
ineffective after having more training than
effective teachers? The age issue as discussed
possible answer, but actually is a
correlate of other factors; however, this does not
obviate the responsibility the professionals have
to improve training programs and specifically
above

is

a

in-service training programs which recognize age
as a factor and then concentrate on improving
This will be discussed in the
skill areas.
implications for further research and implications
for training.
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A summary of the comparison of the effective and

ineffective teacher based upon the data collected from
nearly 200 school principals is as follows:
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(

3

)

Comparison of the Classrooms of the Teachers

The comparison of the effective and
ineffective teachers' classrooms indicates that
there is similarity in almost every aspect with

perhaps the ineffective teacher having on the
average one less special needs child than the

effective teacher.

This is not a significant

finding other than it was expected and hoped that
the ineffective teacher would not be seen as a

dumping ground for the less educationally

attractive children and; therefore, have

a

proportionately higher number of special students.
The classroom for both the effective and

ineffective teachers range in class size from
21-25 students, are primarily elementary classes,
range between 2-3 special needs children per
class, and the predominant special need of the
children is in the learning disability (L.D.) area
It
and secondly in the emotional needs area.
clear from the data that the children with

is

cognitive needs are being mainstreamed and that
the ineffective teacher is working with slightly
more learning disabled children (12%) than the
effective teacher and slightly fewer emotionally

handicapped children (3%) than the effective
This is probably indicative of the fact
teacher.
that the L.D. child is usually an easier child to
manage than a child with emotional needs and that
the ineffective teacher can, therefore, maintain
This area will be discussed again
the L.D. child.
when the implications of who is being mainstreamed
is

discussed.
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A summary of the comparison of the classrooms of the
effective and ineffective teachers is as follows:

Comparison of the Classroom of Effective
and Ineffective Teachers

Effective Teacher

children
total
in class
number of special
needs in class

grade level
elementary
middle
high

handicap
learning disability
emotional handicap
mentally retarded
physical handicap
blind/deaf

Ineffective Teacher

21-25

21-25

3-4

2-3

65%
20%

68%
25%

7%

7%

46%
33%

58%
30%

9%
8%
4%

7%
3%
2%
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5

.

4

Strengths and Weaknesses of the Study
The strength of the study was to begin to fill
gap in the literature about mainstreaming ie. a

a

comparison of effective and ineffective teachers
through the perspective of the building principal.
When the results of the study are compared with
findings in the literature (Chapter Two), the study

is

supported especially in the area of training for the
ineffective teacher as described below.
The study and the literature support the

characteristic of flexibility which

is

needed for the

regular classroom teacher to cope with the new and
extra demands of a special needs child.

The study

bears this out when the principals state that the
effective teacher is flexible and the ineffective

teacher

is

inflexible (Bolton, 1973).

The other key

areas of teacher characteristics also stated in the
literature and reflected in the study are in the areas
of adjusting teaching approaches and being cognizant of

social acceptance issues.

However, when Jenkins and

Bausell (1973) asked teachers and administrators to
define an effective teacher, the highest rating which
was given was for the teacher's relationship with
In
his/her class as a determinant of effectiveness.
the study, the clearest determinant for effectiveness
This is not to discount
was the age of the teacher.

all other variables but perhaps to add age as one of
the major characteristics when trying to measure

effectiveness
The research done by Miller and Miller (1971) with
administrators also substantiates the comments of the
principals in the study who also stated that classroom

management and subject matter knowledge are at the top
In the study.
of the list of characteristics.
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principals rated these characteristics highly for both
the effective and ineffective teachers.
In fact, in
the study, for the ineffective teacher discipline/
classroom control was one of their highest qualities
but adjusting materials which has to do with content
,

knowledge was one of their lowest ratings and is,
therefore, consistent with -the literature.
McGinty and Keogh (1975) asked teachers what they
thought they needed to know in order to teach special
needs.
Their results and the results of this study are
the same and in fact the study again demonstrates that

knowledge of the child's needs is paramount for
effectiveness and that the lowest ratings for the
ineffective teachers were in the areas of understanding
the learning styles and behavioral traits of the

special needs child.

Therefore, as Hewett and Watson

(1975) demonstrated,

ineffective teachers have little

knowledge of how to provide differential instruction.
The weaknesses of the study revolve around the

limitations of the study which are in the following
areas: the ability to study the relationship of the

teacher and the student as a determinant of
effectiveness/ineffectiveness; the ability to use

observation criteria to measure the teacher's
effectiveness/ineffectiveness; the ability to study the
student's perception of the teacher's effectiveness/
ineffectiveness; and the organization and construction
of the questionnaire.
In review of the methodology and realizing its

limitations, the best way to assess the
effectiveness/ineffectiveness would have been to
interview the principals and then observe the teachers
The data, however, which has been
they described.
gathered can add to the development of observational

scales of measurement.
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The study was also trying to assess mainstreaming

teachers in general in the attempt to compare
effective/ineffective teachers of children having the
same special need.
However, it was not practical to
compare the characteristics of the teachers who taught
mentally retarded, physically handicapped, and blind or
deaf students because the percentages of these children
in the public schools was low and the number of

teachers working with children with each disability

represented in the sample was very low also. The only
way to gain any information about mainstreaming
teachers of these low incidence children would be to
identify individual teachers in the school system
statewide and then interview the principal (s) using the

questionnaire
Another limitation was the organization of the
questionnaire which could have been changed and the
open ended questions presented immediately after the
demographics of the principal in order not to present
the opportunity to influence or guide the respondent.
However, any instrument can be reviewed by the
In this study, it was
respondent before completing.
not part of the analysis to determine the level of
contamination due to the questionnaire itself.
5

.

5

Implications for Future Research
The key to additional research is the fact that
the study found that 80% of the ineffective teachers
had had special needs training and were still chosen by
their principals as examples of ineffectiveness.
Therefore, the question is asked, has the training been
ineffective or is there another variable influencing
70% of
the ineffective teacher? The data indicate that
older,
the ineffective teachers are 35 years of age or
fact
and when this information is combined with the
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that 58% of the ineffective teachers have taught for
thirteen years or more, the statistical comparison with
effective teachers clearly states that age and

experience are indicators of ineffectiveness. When the
variable of special needs training is considered along
with the variables of age and training, there is an
interesting trend which is significant. Not only are
the ineffective teachers older, and have more years
experience, but they have, as a group, received more

special needs training than effective teachers
according to the principals who responded.
The trend is interesting and provoctive; however,
in order to substantiate that age is the major factor

influencing ineffectiveness and not just a correlate of
other factors

,

a

controlled study would have to be

undertaken which would provide special needs training
to "younger" and "older" teachers and then pre and post

classroom observation would have to be done. The data
in this study at least indicates a trend for the
principals who responded.
Examining the semantic differential and the Likert
scales for the ineffective teacher reveals areas for
future research to better understand and improve the
The data shows that this teacher
ineffective teacher.
combines the personal characteristics of criticism,
The responses to the
inconsiderateness, and lethargy.
open-ended questions also indicated some areas of
deficiency plus certain others such as inflexibility,

overdemanding, and lacking understanding of the
emotional and social needs of the child.
If the above areas could be discussed with each
ineffective teacher by a competent trainer and then
followed up by classroom observation, intervention
strategies could then be implemented at the time of the
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teacher, child interaction.
However, in lieu of having
the opportunity for direct intervention, a thorough
examination of the college and post-graduate training

programs

indicated in order to determine how much
emphasis is placed throughout the years in the areas of
interpersonal relationships and the "teacher as a role
model." What is interesting about these data are that
is

the ineffective teacher does not have a problem in the

overall curriculum area because individual lesson plans
are developed by 80% of these teachers.
However, the
lowest ratings, ie. understanding learning style and

behavior traits, require teacher skills in the

non-content areas such as communication building,
intervention strategies, creative approaches, promoting
social acceptance among the children, and devoting
individual time to the children.

The fact that these

areas are deficient in the sample of teachers studied

further supported by the result that 37% of the
ineffective teachers never adjust learning materials

is

which one can hypothesize is because the teachers do
Training
not know the specific needs of the children.
is needed, at least for the teachers sampled, about the

characteristics of the child’s special need and how to
effectively communicate and intervene with the child.
Training is also needed for principals because
this study is also about principals and their
understanding or perspective of the teacher and what is
Principals are responsible
happening in the classroom.
for evaluation of the professionals in their building
and in order to be an effective leader, the head

teacher must be able to offer suggestions for
improvement to those ineffective teachers with whom
they may be indefinitely matched.
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The principals are a group who are in need of
help
when the data is examined and 28% state that they
have
teachers who should retire and/or nothing or little
can
be done to salvage the teacher.
Quite a few of the
principals stated in desperation that they had tried in
the past to help the teacher but that all efforts had

failed.

This is an alarming number of principals and
teachers who are perceived to be in hopeless
situations. Obviously, in-service training should be

directed toward principals in exactly the areas which
they stated the teachers needed training ie
communications skills, interpersonal skills, promoting
social acceptance of children and how to devote more
time to individual children.
The parallel from the
data is that teachers and principals are in need of
training in the same areas.
5

.

6

Implications for the Continuation of Mainstreaming
Mainstreaming is a function of the teacher in the
regular classroom. Children are not educated without

competent teachers and special needs children are not
mainstreamed without specially trained and competent
teachers
We are living in a period in which education is

suspect and under close scrutiny by parents, taxpayers,

politicians, and educators themselves.

We live in a

period of diminishing resources and stronger
competition among educational institutions trying to
We live in a period of declining
survive financially.

enrollments due to a decade of declining births. All
of this together places a large burden on special

education which has become more visible as time and
resource allocation has become a larger part of
Special education needs to be
educational management.
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redefined so that more individual education takes place
in the regular classroom and special services
are in
effect special" and require more intense intervention.

Mainstreaming

a federal

education law and has
been implemented by regulation modeled after the
Massachusetts law which served as its forerunner and
model.
Mainstreaming has to continue; however, the
is

questions for educational policy makers are: what is
regular education and when does a child become a
special needs child.
The authors and policy makers of our mainstreaming

legislation and regulations envisioned the development
of individualized education plans
IEP
for every
(

)

child and not just for special education children.
In
fact, in Massachusetts it was hoped that parents of
regular education children would demand an IEP for
their children once they saw how many resources were

focused on special needs children and observable

progress was being made by the child.

In the long run,

the educational futurists planned a revolution in

education which would eliminate the regular and special
labels and concentrate on teachers teaching individual

children based on their IEP’s.

What in fact has

happened in Massachusetts is that once the financial
resources began shifting to special education through
the reimbursement formula, the regular education
proponents changed the reimbursement formula in order
to stop the drain of funds from one side of the ledger

Even though this hurt special education
what has survived is the IEP concept and more efficient
to the other.

use of resources
Today, in most schools systems, about 15% of the
children are in special education for some percentage
of their day in the following categories:

8-9% are

72

learning disabled; 2-3% are emotionally
disabled; 1-2%
are mentally retarded; and less than 1%
are physically
handicapped.
When the costs in terms of specialists,
resource rooms, and paper work are considered, the
focus should be shifted from improving special
education for 15% to increasing regular education's use
of

IEP s as the foundation or building blocks for every
child.
Children grow or mature at different rates;

however, public education teaches to the rate of growth
of the average child.
The teachers are concerned about
the class they need to promote each year and at some
point, the students gravitate toward the average.
When it is considered that 8-9% of the school

population

learning disabled, it is time once again
to revive the hopes of blending special education into
is

regular education and the means to that end is
legislating the IEP.
Some school systems in
Massachusetts have implemented an IEP approach in the
elementary grades through the use of a detailed series
or levels of achievement tests and it works remarkedly

well.

The pressure is off the regular classroom

teacher in one very large respect because there is no
gray area in relation to the child's needs whether it
is

in the area of

comprehension, computation, or

grammar
The implications for mainstreaming are that, it

will continue but the question remains, will we learn

from it and transfer its benefits to revamp and

rejuvenate our besieged educational system or will we

continue to teach to the average?
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A-

SURVEY OF SCHOOL PRINCIPALS

In this section, please answer four questions
about yourself

by circling the appropriate answer.

Date
1

.

Are you
(Circle one)
1

.

2.
2.

male
female

How many years did you teach before becoming
principal?

a

(Circle one)
1.
2.
3.
4.

3.

4.
5.

less than 1 year
between 1 and 3 years
between 4 and 6 years
between 7 and 9 years
over 10 years

How many years have you been a school principal?
(Circle one)
1

.

2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

less than 1 year
between 1 and 3 years
between 4 and 6 years
between 7 and 9 years
between 10 and 15 years
between 16 and 20 years
between 21 and 25 years
over 25 years

Have you had experience teaching special needs
children?
(Circle one)
1
2

.
.

yes
no

If yes, when did you gain the experience?
1.
2.
3.

before Chapter 766 (9/74)
during Chapter 766
both before and after Chapter 766

1
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8 CLASSR00M TEACHE R you rely upon FOR

n order to answer the fourteen
questions in this section
think of a particular regular classroom teacher
who you
presently rely upon for mainstreaming.
5.

What methods did you use to assess the teacher's

ability to mainstream?
(Circle one)
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
6

.

8.

7.

Is the

teacher
(Circle one)

1.
2.

male
female

How many years has the person been teaching?
(Circle one)
1

9.

classroom observation
evaluation meetings
evaluations by other administrative staff
parents
students
other (Please specify)

.

2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

less than 1 year
between 1 and 3 years
between 4 and 6 years
between 7 and 9 years
between 10 and 12 year
over 13 years

What is the teacher's approximate age?
(Circle one)
1

.

2.
3.
4.

5.
6.
7.
8.

20
26
31
36
41
46
51
56

to
to
to
to
to
to
to
to

years
years
years
years
years
years
years
60 years

25
30
35
40
45
50
55

Had the teacher had previous experience teaching
special needs children in other schools besides yours?
(Circle one)
1
2
3

.
.

.

yes
no
don t know
'
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10.

Had the teacher had previous in-service training about
special needs children and/or mainstreaming?
(Circle one)
1
2
3

yes
no
don t know

.

.
.

'

11.

How many children are in the teacher's classroom?
(Circle one)

12.

1

less than 15
between 15 and 20
between 21 and 25
between 26 and 30
over 30

.

2.
3.
4.
5.

What are the handicapping conditions of the children in
this teacher's classroom?
(Please circle all that apply)
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

13.

How many special needs children are in the class?
(Circle one)
1
2

.
.

3.
4.
5.
6.

14.

physically handicapped
mentally retarded
emotionally handicapped
learning disabled
blind
deaf
multiply handicapped
other (describe)

1
2
3

4
5

more

What grade level is the person teaching?
(C ircle one)
1

.

2.
3.
4.
5.
6

.

kindergarten
first
second
third
fourth
fifth

7.
8.
9.

10.
11.
12.
13.

sixth
seventh
eighth
ninth
tenth
eleventh
twelfth
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15.

As you see it, what characteristics of this teacher
are
most important in making him/her effective in
mainstreaming?

16.

What are the unique features of this mainstreaming
teacher in comparision to any other classroom teacher?

17.

The following are word pairs of general
characteristics. Please rate the teacher whom you
rely upon for mainstreaming on the scale by
circling the appropriate mark on the continuum.
1.

praises

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

criticizes

2.

demanding

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

patient

3.

flexible

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

inflexible

4.

considerate

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

inconsiderate

5.

organized

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

unorganized

6.

enthusiastic

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

lethargic

7.

laissez faire

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

disciplinar ian
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18.

Please describe this teacher's behavior on a
series of professional and classroom characteristics.
For each characteristic, place an "X" in the box that
best describes the teacher's behavior.

Never

or

U)

>

Sometimes

(0
Usually

r—

<

a.

developes individual daily lesson plans

b.

seeks supervisory help when necessary

c.

seeks support staff or other specialists'
help when necessary

d.

understands the learning style of special
needs child

e.

understands the behavioral traits of
special needs child

f.

work closely with parents of child

g.

demonstrates creative approaches to
teaching subjects

h.

adjusts materials to varying instructional
levels of students

i.

integrates special needs student into
instructional groups

j.

devotes time to individual instruction
with special needs student

k.

promotes the social acceptance of
special needs student

1.

helps special needs child gain
perspective of his abilities

m.

maintains classroom control and discipline

Seldom
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THE REGULAR CLASSROOM TEACHER YOU DO NOT RELY UPON
“
- FOR
MAINSTREAMING
C

*

Now, think about a specific teacher whom you do not
rely
on for mainstreaming.
Please answer the fourteen questions
in this section.
19.

What means have you used to assess the teacher's

ability to mainstream?
(please circle all that apply)

classroom observation
evaluation meetings
evaluations by other administrative staff
parents
students
other (Please specify)

1.
2.
3.
4.
5

.

6.

20

.

Is the teacher

(Circle one)

male
female

1 .
2.

21.

How many years has the person been teaching?
(Circle one)
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

23.

22.

less than 1 year
between 1 and 3 years
between 4 and 6 years
between 7 and 9 years
between 10 and 12 years
over 13 years

What is the teacher's approximate age?
(Circle one)
1

.

2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

20
26
31
36
41
46
51
56

to
to
to
to
to
to
to
to

years
years
years
years
years
years
years
60 years

25
30
35
40
45
50
55

Had the teacher had previous experience teaching
special needs children?
(Circle one)
1

.

2

.

3

.

yes
no
don t know
'
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24.

Had the teacher had previous in-service training about
special needs children and/or mainstreaming?
(Circle one)
1
2

yes
no
don t know

.
.

3

.

'

25.

How many children are in the classroom?
(Circle one)

26.

1

less than 15
between 15 and 20
between 21 and 25
between 26 and 30
over 30

.

2.
3.
4.
5.

What are the handicapping conditions of the children in
this teacher's classroom?
(Please circle all that apply)
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6

.

7.
8.

27.

How many special needs children are in the class?
(Circle one)
1
2

.

1

.

2

3.
4.
5.
6.

28.

physically handicapped
mentally retarded
emotionally handicapped
learning disabled
blind
deaf
multiply handicapped
other (describe)

3

4
5

more

What grade level is being taught?
(C ircle one)
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

kindergarten
first
second
third
fourth
fifth

7.
8.
9.

10.
11.
12.
13.

sixth
seventh
eighth
ninth
tenth
eleventh
twelfth
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29.

What are the specific reasons why this
teacher is not
chosen for mainstreaming?

30.

What things could be done to help this teacher be
effective in mainstreaming?

31.

The following are word pairs of general
characteristics.
Please rate the teacher whom you do
not rely upon for mainstreaming on the scale by
circling the appropriate mark on the continuum.
1.

praises

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

criticizes

2.

demanding

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

patient

3.

flexible

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

inflexible

4.

considerate

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

inconsiderate

5.

organized

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

unorganized

6.

enthus iastic

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

lethargic

7.

laissez faire

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

disciplinarian
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32.

Now, please rate this teacher on a series of
professional and classroom characteristics.
For each
characteristic, place an "X" in the box that best
describes how true it is for the teacher.

Never

or

(/)
Sometimes

ffl

i

*
—

<
a.

developes individual daily lesson plans

b.

seeks supervisory help when necessary

c.

seeks support staff or other specialists'
help when necessary

d.

understands the learning style of special
needs child

e.

understands the behavioral traits of
special needs child

f.

work closely with parents of child

g.

demonstrates creative approaches to
teaching subjects

h.

adjusts materials to varying instructional
levels of students

i.

integrates special needs student into
instructional groups

j.

devotes time to individual instruction
with special needs student

k.

promotes the social acceptance of
special needs student

1.

helps special needs child gain
DersDective of his abilities

m.

maintains classroom control and discipline

Usually

Seldom

APPENDIX B
Initial Letter to Principals
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Dear Principal:

Across the country, there is a continuing discussion
among educators to develop a profile of regular classroom
teachers who are effectively mainstreaming special needs
students.
The development of this guide can then be used by
principals and special education administrators in choosing
P ar ticular teachers to mainstream students.
This
information does not exist presently.
We need your expert opinion and the benefit of your
experience: and about ten minutes of your time.
In Massachusetts, we have had extensive experience with
mainstreaming under Chapter 766 and we have gained certain
insights about the unique characteristics of effective
mainstreaming teachers. This questionnaire asks you to
identify the characteristics of two regular classroom
teachers; one whom you rely upon for mainstreaming and one
you do not rely upon for mainstreaming.
This is the first
time that the person responsible for the administration of
the total building program, the principal, has been asked
for his or her perspective.

We are interested in responses from all principals and
not just those who are chairpersons of core evaluation
teams.
The only practical way of doing this is the survey
method.
You and about 400 of your fellow principals in the
state were selected by scientific sampling procedures.
You
were selected randomly from a list of all principals in the
state and your response is completely anonymous. Once your
completed questionnaire is received, the cross reference
number is destroyed.
The reason for that number is a
practical one to save on the cost of follow- up mailings to
reach only those who did not respond initially.

Your response to the questionnaire is completely
voluntary; however, each response is critical to the
If you do not respond, we will
accuracy of our results.
principals who see the teachers
of
number
underestimate the
as you do.
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Pl eas e return your completed questionnaire
as soon as
possible by mailing it in the enclosed postage paid
envelope.
Your cooperation in this important effort
your contribution to the mainstreaming process will and
be
greatly appreciated.

Sincerely

Craig McGarvey
Doctoral Candidate
School of Education
University of
Massachususetts
Amherst, MA

R.

Enc losure
P.S.
I will be happy to mail a summary of the final report
to those who would like it.

APPENDIX C
Follow-up Letter to Principals
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August 12

,

1981

Dear Principal:

About six weeks ago I mailed a questionnaire to you
to
gain the benefit of your experience concerning regular
classroom teachers who are effectively mainstreaming special
needs students
I have not yet received your completed
questionnaire and want to remind you to please send it to
me
,

.

I want to emphasize that each principal's response
is
kept strictly confidential and the reference number is
destroyed upon receipt of the material. The reason for the
number was a practical one to save on the cost of a
follow-up mailing to reach only those who did not respond
initially

Your response to the questionnaire is completely
voluntary; however, each response is critical to the
accuracy of the results.
If you do not respond, I will
underestimate the number of principals who see the teachers
as you do

Please return your completed questionnaire as soon as
possible by mailing it in the enclosed postage paid
envelope.
Your cooperation in this import effort and your
contribution to the mainstreaming process will be greatly
appreciated

Sincerely
Craig McGarvey
Doctoral Candidate
School of Education
University of
Massachusetts

R.

RCMtlm
Enclosure
I will be happy to mail out a summary of the final
report to those who would like one.

P.S.

